Sells. 2010. The English Binominal NP as a Nominal Juxtaposition Construction. English Language and Linguistics xx, xx-xx. English Binominal NPs (BNP) (e.g., a hell of a problem) are of empirical and theoretical interest due to their complex syntactic and semantic properties. In this paper, we review some basic properties of the BNP construction, focusing on its headedness, semantic relations, and the role of the preposition of. We argue that these properties suggest an account in the spirit of construction grammar. In particular, we show that English BNP is a nominal juxtaposition construction whose special syntactic constraints are linked to semantic relations like a subject-predicate relation.
Introduction
English Binominal NPs (BNP) with the skeletal structure of 'Det1 N1 of Det2 N2' display many intriguing syntactic and semantic properties. Examples in (1) are naturally occurring BNP data extracted from the BNC: As noted by Aarts (1998) and others, these binominal NP constructions involve two nominals N1 and N2 as well as special determiners, and further display complex syntactic and semantic properties. One of the main syntactic issues concerns the headedness of the phrase: even though N1 seems to be the syntactic head, there are many cases where N2 behaves like the head, in particular as the semantic head of the whole construction. The status of the preposition of is also controversial (cf. Napoli 1989 , Van Eynde 2005 , Owen 2007 ). Is the of-marked PP selected by the N1 or is it a linker for a special grammatical purpose (Aarts 1998 , Den Dikken 2006 ? Semantic issues also arise: what is the semantic relation between N1 and N2? How and why does the first noun N1 function as the predicate of the second noun N2? What kind of constraint can ensure this semantic relation in terms of compositionality?
In this paper, we try to answer these questions on the BNP construction, starting from a review of its grammatical properties based on the literature and our corpus search. We then offer a construction-based analysis in which the meaningless preposition of functions as a juxtaposition linker between the two NPs.
Some Basic Properties
English BNP constructions, with the sequence of 'Det1 N1 of Det2 N2', have intriguing properties that cannot fully be reduced to those of other general constructions. Some of these syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic properties can be summarized as following:
The first clear property of the construction is that the preposition of is obligatory. Consider the following attested examples: 1) 1) We could find many uses of a hella in Google, which is taken to be a slang form of (2) a. I had a hell *(of) a time on this tour.
b. And it introduced her to Budapest, a jewel *(of) a city.
c. I don't think it will be too bad a dose, but it's a beast *(of) a complaint.
In these examples, the preposition of cannot be either replaced by another or omitted as in a couple (of) problems or both (of) these problems. The obligatoriness of the of tagged PP hints that it is subcategorized (cf. Napoli 1989). As seen in (3) and (4), Det1 can be not only an indefinite but also a definite article including a possessive or demonstrative determiner. One peculiar property, as noted in Aarts (1998) , is that when N2 is a proper name, then N1 cannot be an indefinite article: a hell of a lot of.
(5) a. *a creep of a James b. *an egotist of an Alex However, this restriction disappears when Det1 is definite as in that creep of a James or that clever little wretch of a Rebecca.
Property 3: Det1 can be in many different forms, but the type of Det2 is fixed. Det2 must be the indefinite article a/an, and no other indefinite determiner is possible.
(6) a. a hell of a/*some/*any/*one day b. this slip of a/*her/*that/*this/*some/*any/*the/*one girl To some British speakers, Det2 need not appear when N1 and N2 are plural.
The BNC provides us with some plural examples with no article in Det1 and Det2: In these examples, both N1 and N2 are plural. The corpus search has failed to identify corpus examples where the two nominals are different in the number value. What this means is that there is a total agreement between the number value of N1 and N2.
Property 4: As noted in the literature including Aarts (1998) In (9a) in which N1 has rather a figurative reading, it is 'woman' not 'mouse' that can satisfy the selectional restrictions of the verb met. Meanwhile, in (9b) N2 has no salient information. In this case, it is rather unnatural to use N2 with N1 information, implying that N1 contributes to the core meaning of the overall NP structure. This is also evidenced by the possibility of using N1 alone. In this sense, we can assume that N1 fulfills selectional restrictions.
The flexibility in terms of selectional restrictions thus indicates that the availability of metaphorical interpretations also influences the semantic headedness (cf. Aarts 1998 , Keizer 2007 , and further implies that when the
two nominals go together, the intended meaning can be obtained.
Property 5:
In terms of meaning, N1 and N2 are in a reverse subject-predicate relation. That is, the first noun N1 denotes a property or quality that is predicated of the second noun N2. The evidence of this reverse subject-predicate relation can be seen from the possibility of paraphrasing the BNPs as copular constructions (Quirk et al. 1985) :
(10) a. a hell of a day -the day is a hell b. a jewel of a city -the city is a jewel c. a martinet of a mother -the mother is a martinet
As noted by Napoli (1989) , this kind of predication relation also explains the agreement in selectional restrictions, semantic gender, and number of the two nominals:
(11) a. *this nitwit of a building/*This building is a nitwit.
b. *a prince of a woman/*A woman is a prince.
The first noun N1 thus ascribes a property to the second noun N2 which is invariably evaluative (cf. Aarts 1998) . This also explains why we can paraphrase the whole construction either as a copular or an modifying construction. 2) 2) In a similar manner, the BNP can be paraphrased as an Adj-N phrase (Quirk et al. 1985) :
(i) a. a fool of a policeman -a foolish policeman b. that idiot of a prime minister -that idiotic prime minister c. a devil of a row -a devilish row Though this paraphrasing does not indicate a predication relation, it shows us that N2 is the semantic head. The intensifying adjective great is linked to the N1 ox whereas the descriptive apologetic modifies the entire following structure. Aarts (1998) Syntactically, there appears to be no reason not to coordinate two PPs. Note that the prepositional object NP cannot be coordinated, either: These observations once again indicate that the BNP is really a fixed construction with high-level morpho-syntactic constraints.
On Headedness and the Preposition of
In dealing with the BNP construction, the first puzzle concerns the head in the overall structure. As we have discussed so far, the two nominals in the BNP both share head properties and the issue of headedness has led to different treatments of the preposition of. The three main approaches we have seen can be summarized as following:
(22) Treatments of the preposition of a. as a preposition selecting the following NP headed by N2 (Abney 1987 , Napoli 1989 b. as a pragmatic marker forming a unit with a/an and not the following N2 but the preceding N1 (Aarts 1998 , Keizer 2007 c. as a prepositional complementizer F selecting a small clause AgrP (Kayne 1994 , Den Dikken 2006 Each of these three approaches, assigning a different status to the element of has its own merits. In what follows, let us consider these three main, previous approaches with respect to the headedness and preposition of.
N1 as the Head and Canonical P
A natural step would be to take N1 as the head of the whole phrase. That is, as suggested by Napoli (1989) , we could assume that N1 selects the of PP as represented in the following:
The basic motivation for the N1-headedness stems from the obligatoriness of the PP, as we have noted earlier. In addition, subject-verb agreement may support the idea that N1 is the head. As we have noted, both N1 and N2 are canonically singular, which makes it hard to decide which of the two controls the verb agreement when the composite construction is used as the subject. An implication for the subject-verb agreement fact can be found from Keizer's (2007) examples. As given in the following, when the singular N2 denotes a group allowing for a plural interpretation, N1 can be plural too:
(24) a. Those prejudiced fools of a jury were/*was totally unreliable.
b. The jury were/was a bunch of prejudiced fools.
c. That jury *were/was totally unreliable.
Collective nouns like jury can be interpreted either as singular or as plural as shown in (24b), but when its determiner is a demonstrative like that in (19c), the agreeing verb needs to be singular. This partially supports the headedness of N1 in the BNP. The semantic locus of the overall structure thus seems to be the second noun N2. The scope possibility of Det1 and pre-N1 modifier has also hinted that N2 is the semantic head:
(26) a. our sod of a cleaner b. your jerk of a brother
The possessive noun our and your here specifies N2, cleaner and brother, not the first noun, sod or jerk, respectively.
As we have seen earlier, the obligatoriness and omissibility of the two nominals with respect to selectional restrictions also indicate that the headedness properties are not confined to N1 but distributed to N2 too. A clear contrast can be observed once again:
(27) a. That will make a hell of a noise.
a hell.
a noise.
b. I consider Maria a pearl of a sister.
a pearl.
*a sister.
c. That is a pig of a road.
*a pig.
a road.
Even though it is rather controversial to adopt selectional restrictions as a determinant for the headedness, we can observe that either N1 or N2 can satisfy selectional restrictions, indicating that the properties of the semantic locus are distributed to both.
3.2. N2 as the Head and Grammaticalized P As discussed in the previous section, the semantic locus directs us to the N2 headedness. In particular, on the basis of the criteria for headedness put forward by Zwicky (1985) and Hudson (1987) , Aarts (1998) assumes that the syntactic and semantic head of the BNP is the second noun N2 as represented in the following structure: reason. The analysis also does not ensure how we can obtain the subject-predicate relation in the BNP.
Functional Head and Complementizer P
As repeatedly mentioned, one clear semantic relation between N1 and N2 in the BNP construction is a subject-predicate relation (Kayne 1994 , Aarts 1998 , Den Dikken 2006 . Reflecting the subject-predicate relation between N1 and N2, Kayne (1994) Unless we introduce additional constraints, it cannot explain why the BNP cannot be involved in extraposition or coordination. This semantic-based analysis thus fails to address the regularity and idiosyncrasies of the BNP construction.
A Constructional Perspective

BNP as an NP-of-NP Juxtaposition Construction
We now turn to an account of the BNP which takes a slightly different 3) As noted in Aarts (1998) , to generate a definite BNP like that crazy crackpot of a caretaker where the pre-N1 modifier crazy is liked to N2 caretaker, this PI (predicative-inversion)-based movement analysis requires five movement operations: movement of Agr to F, movement of the indefinite article a preceding N2 to F, movement of NumP to Spec-of-FP, and movement of AgrP to Spec-of-DP at LF via Spec-of-AP. 4) See Aarts (1998) for problems of Den Dikken's (2006) analysis of the binominal construction.
approach from any of the accounts summarized above, aiming to account for the general as well as the idiosyncratic properties of the construction.
Ÿ There are two nominals in contiguity with each other though the preposition is intervening.
Ÿ Neither nominals can be clearly identified as the head of the whole phrase.
Ÿ Elements in the BNP are frozen in the sense that neither N1 nor N2 can be involved in a movement operation. They observe island constraints like the Coordinate Structure Constraints. Ÿ The two NPs are parallel in many respects. The two nominals agree in number, semantic gender, and selectional restrictions. The three previous analyses capture some of these properties, but not all. What we propose here is that the BNP is a type of nominal juxtaposition construction associated with these idiosyncratic properties. 5) That is, we assume that the BNP is a juxtaposition of two nominal expressions linked by the preposition of with the following syntactic skeleton: Note that this juxtaposition does not assign any syntactic headedness property to the two. What it says is that the index value of the composite N'i is identical to the second NP i , implying that it is the semantic head. Consider an exemplar structure:
As shown in the structure, the two nominal phrases wretched hovel and a home are linked by the preposition. The constructional constraint in Figure 1 ensure that these two nominal phrases have the identical AGR (number and gender) value, and further that the second NP is marked with the indefinite article a/an. The index value of the whole NP structure (i) is identical with the second NP, ensuring its semantic headedness. The semantic value (SEM) also shows that the two nominals are in a subject-predicate relation.
Note that the present analysis allows a more complex BNP structure like the following: This kind of complex N1 structure weakens the analysis of Aarts (1998) in which the 'N1 + of + a' sequence forms a constituent MP since the N1 needs to become a more complex one before it forms a constituent with of and a in Aarts (1998) .
Note that though NP2 has a rather stricter constraint in that it must be marked with the indefinite article, there is no constraint other than the AGR value. This will license a more complex NP examples like the following: The generation of such a recursive BNP is straightforward within the juxtaposition approach proposed here. However, it would not generate the following structure: 6) (37) ??that asshole of that idiot of a doctor
One of the strong constraints in the BNP construction is that the second determiner Det2 is indefinite. This leaves that asshole of an idiot as the only possible constituent.
Let us now look at some of the details which emerge from the constructional analysis above, linked in semantics to a predication relation within the evaluative function.
First, this analysis can address the issues concerning the headedness of the overall structure. One consensus is that N1 has a syntactic head whereas N2
carries the semantic head properties. The constructional constraint in Figure 1 ensures that the second NP is the semantic head by the percolation of its index value to the resulting composite NP. The extraposition and wh-question data once again tells us that the of-flagged
PP cannot be simply identified either as a complement or a modifier. The solution that Aarts (1998) and Keizer (2007) suggest is that since the string 'N1 + of + a' is a constituent, neither PP nor NP after the preposition of cannot be involved in any dislocation process.
Unlike such an ad hoc account for the freezing effects, the present analysis gives us a simple, viable answer. In the present analysis, the frozen properties Such examples imply that English might have a variety of nominal 8) At this point, we do not commit ourselves to the claim that these are also types of juxtaposition. 9) Jackendoff (2008) notes that these N-P-N constructions are highly constrained. For example, the participating nouns cannot be mass nouns, cannot have determiners, cannot be plurals, and cannot have postmodifiers, and so forth.
(i) a. no mass noun: *water after water, *dust for dust b. no determiners: *the man for the man, *a day after a day c. no plurals: *men for men, *books after books d. no postmodifiers: *father of a solider for father of a soldier See Jackendoff (2008) for further discussion.
juxtaposition constructions. 10)
Conclusion
In this paper we have seen that the English BNP construction displays its constructional regularity as well as idiosyncrasy. This lends ourselves to an account in the spirit of construction grammar, in which a specific syntactic form matches with a special meaning.
We have claimed that the BNP is a nominal juxtaposition construction linked by the marker of. This proposal departs from the traditional analyses treating the preposition of as a canonical preposition (Napoli 1989) or as a special grammatical marker consisting the complex unit 'N1 + of + Det2' (Aarts 1998 , Keizer 2007 ). This view is also different from the one where the preposition is taken to be a prepositional determiner (Kayne 1994) This construction is also linked with a special semantic function, that is, a predicate relation between two nouns. We have seen that the regularities and idiosyncrasies of the BNP construction support a construction-based approach in which a special syntactic form is linked to certain grammatical properties (Fillmore et al. 1988, Goldberg and Jackendoff 2004, Culicover and Jackendoff 10) As noted by Den Dikken and Singhapreecha (2004) 
